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PRESIDENT: Will counsel for Ribbentrop come back to the rostrum? 
Tribunal is not altogether clear as to what motion vou are manking. 


EORN: I make the mition thot the prosecution whould not, nt this 


stage of the trial, reccive any possibility to decide about the calling of 


witnesses or the relevancy of documc tse 
Vr. President, I want to make it more precise. I want to say that as to 
the final decision, the prosceution right now should not have anything to say 
about tho question of the admission or nonendmission of a matter of proofs 
THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal considers that your motion cannot be granted, 
for this reasons It is true that the defense are beine asked to 25213 for 
and documonts now, in accordance with Article 24-D. One principal 
that the Tribunal has got to bring all your witnesses here. 
Tribunal hes been, for mony weeks, attempting to find your witnesses and 
produce them here, nnd to produce the documen which 5 want. The 
jf those witnesses a hose documents has got to 
Tribunal; but it is obvi hr '»unse ır the prosecution must be 
argue upon the question of relevancy, just ns counsel for the 
been allowed to argv pol o relevance of every witness and 
Deumnent which hos been introduced bv the prosecution. 
same procedure is being t iow for the defendo ns has 
th le exception thuit the defendants 
r the witnesses and documents to deal 
each witness or 
cumcnt is produced. The re: b! is th the il, as I have 
i, have got to find and t 2 witnesse ere for the defendants, and 
produce the do cumên ts u 
Your motion was that the prosecution should not receive any possibility to 
on the calling of witnesses. The prosecutio ‘urse; will not 
de upon it; the Tribunal will decide upon it. The prose ion must have th 
right to argue upon it, to argue that tho ovijonce cf ع‎ certain witness is 
irrelevant or cumulative, and to argue that any document is not relevant, 


in’ I am reminded that all of these documents have got to be translated 


for the purposes of the Tribunale 
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DR. HORN: Mr. President, m^ny of the defendants' counsel, mysclf in- 
cluded, have, so far, not been able to question decisive witnesses for reasons 
of information. Je know, therefore, that in decisive points we cannot even 
say what n witness will be able to proces 

If, now, we have to include the »roseóution before we know definitely 
how far it is desirable to fight for a witness, we are in a much worse situntio: 
that the prosecution, which, after oll, whenever the defendants' counsel made 
not vrovests, knew exactly for what the witness or the evidence was essential. 

In this regard the defense is in a considerably worse situation, and I 
am of the opinion that this fact will become even worse if here, besides the 
Tribunal, the prosecution also, at this stage of the trial, can make protests 
against the material of evidence, 

THE PRESIDENT: It is true that it is impossible to decide finally upon 
the admissibility of any niece of evidence until the actual question is asked; 
and for that reason the Tribunal has already, in deciding provisionally upon 
tho application for witnesses, acted in the most liberal waye If it appears 
that there is any possible relevancy in the evidence to be given by a witness, 
they have allowed that witness to be alerted, Therefo e, if there is any 
witness whose evidence appears to be. by any possibility, relevant, the 
Tribunal will allow that witness, subject, of course, to the directions of the 
Charter to hold the trial expeditiously. 

Subject to those limitations, the Tribunal will allow any witness to be 
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called whose evidence appears to be possibly relevant, That is all the Tribu- 

because, ns I have already stated, it is the Tribunal who has to 
undertake the difficult task of sceurine these witnesses for the defendants, 
who can't sccure them themselves e 


HORN: 


DR : Thank you, sire 


THE PRESIDENT: Now, Dre Strhmcre 
esident, I would not like to repeat, but I believe 
Horn has not been understood, 
Horn wanted only to complain about the fact that the defonse in no 


been asked previously whethcr a matter of proof that the prosccution 


was ^n relevant or not, but we have always been surprised when a 
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witness was brought in and we had n^ po o say anything or make any 
factual objectionse 

so far as the objections against documents were concerned -- that is, 
considering their relevance == the defense has always been told that for such 
0n c tion thc time had not yet come for the defense. 

THE PRESIDENT: I beg your pardon; Dr. Stohmcr, but you misunderstood. 

have never been told that objections to the docu- 
could be left over until Inter. Every objection to thc admissibility of 
cocument has been dealt with at the time, Observations upon thc weight of 
document are to be dealt with n Wy during the course of the defenss, I 
but curing the course of the defensc, 

There is a fundamental distinction between the admi ity of a document 
and the weight of a document, and 511 questions of admissibility have been 
denlt withe 
DR. S TARER: Mre President, I understand thet 


to say that the objecti ıgainst cdmissibility were not ad 


wont to say that, but rather the question of : ti against the relevancy. 


the relevancy of documents == that is to 
onsideration under this 

relevant, they sre 

any objection which has been 
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Finally he is also informed about the social attitude of Goering, whom he 
had an opportunity to know very well, particularly after 1939. 

Those are generally the facts about which Bodenschatz will be 
witness, 

SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFE3 May it please the Tribunal, may I say one general 
word about the procedure of the prosecution? 

My colleagues in all the deleg-tions have asked me to deal primarily with 
these particular applications, There will be some of them, if the Tribunal 
pleases, on which certain of my col agues would like to add a word as they hav: 
Special intrests in ther, But in gu. eral و‎ and on the whole I shall deal with 

he application for the prosecution, 

May I say that the prosecution us proceeded on this principle, that if 
there is any point of relevance in a witness for whcme application is made, 
they will not of course object. But they want lake it quite clear, so the 
Tribunal will uncerstand, that they are not , by making no obje ctions, 
accepting the position that every point set out in the document or mentioned 
by counsel is admitted to be relevant, By making no obj i they are simply 


admitting that there is some relevant point in the matter p forward, 
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If this should not be possible, I 2sk for theopportunity to question 
him personally at Stockholm. 

Dre Siemers knows Dahlerus personally, and he would like 
statement concerning this witnesse 

(Counsel for the defendant 
personally for many years, Dahlerus h 
Stahmer intends to call him as a w 
to Nurnberg if the Court 
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SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFE: With regard to Dr. Von Hammerstein, the 


Tribunal allowed interrogatories on the 9th of February, 2nd Dre Etahmer 
has nct yet submitted the interrogs 

loeatede Ihave no objection to interrogatories cems ^s if this is 
essentially the type cf witness that interrogatories would be mst helpful 
with. He was | equivalent, nderstand 

General of the Air Force, and interrogate 

shadowed in this applicatic 

takes nc objection at all. If he Dé und, then 


minister the interrcgatorics 


t the interrogatories 


I believe th^t is correct, 


taimer, the next zne? 
LI 


CILHMZR: The ne witness is Baron von Branchitsch, C linel 


Air Force, th ftwaffe, son of General Field Marshal von Brouchitsc 


in the Nurnberg prison. 
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SNGXSELL-FYFEs I have no objection to Colonel von 


This witness 552211 give information about the position 
of the defendant with regard to the lynching of the terror fliers and his 
attitude toward enemy fliers in general. 


Next, General of te Luftwaf 


^r British captivity. 


DAVID WAXVELL<FYFE: 120 to General Kammhuber, interrogato 


red on 9 February this year, and they have not heen sub- 
my information goes, and again the witness has not been 
jection to interrcg2^t rics, and when the interbogat- 
reecived, probably Dre Etahmer can cide whether it is necessary 


call the witn 


terms by 
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LES IDENT: Sir David, do you think that some agreed statement could 
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S the Tribunal 


Will no doubt remember, it 


imcrican captivity. 
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was still under way at a time when negotiations had begun for 


but General 
as I understand it, 
Kesselring were 


nterrogatories or get 


Luftwaffe, domicile un- 


v been a ged from 


witness 


nrobabl 


of the city, 


THE PRESIDENT: do not say where General 


Student an! Field Marshal Kesselring are to give 


on exactly the same point, and therefore, 


called as a witness, wouldn't it be sufficient to rive 


an affidavit from General Student? 


ey et : 
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TEE PRESIDENT: Would that be agreeable to you, Dr. Stahmer, if we were to 


grant the application to call Ficl?mershal Milch on this point and were to 


allow interrogatories for the other witness who had been located? 


examined tle question whether these two witnesses 
ct concern- 


ould have the same informatione 


important to have Ondarza as 2 witness because D Ondarza was for many years 
well informed, and, also, he is supposed to 


his physician ond, therefore, is 


tell us that the defendant Goering did not know anything about the experiments 


with five hundred he 
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about tho purpose which was connected with the establishment of concentration 


camps in 1921, ebout the treatment of the people imprisoned there, and what 


Goering had to co with these things until 1934 while he was in charge, and the 
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can also make statements about the measurcs and regulations, the pur- 
and the aim of the Four Year Plan, and also about the attitude of the 
^efcndant after ho had been informed in November, 1938, about the atrocities 
against the Jcwse 


THE PRESIDENT: Very well, the Tribunal will consider thate 
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SIR DAVID MAXWELL FYFE: I say with the greatest respect to Dr Stahmer that 
he has but reinforced my point, that if Dr Stahmer is putting forward the thesis 
that in order to reach a proper decision on the matters before the Tribunal it 
is necessary to investigate whether other belligerants have commited breaches 
of conventions, then, «s I say, I join issue with him in toto, I cannot add to 
the matter, But with regard so Mr Churchill, Dr Stahmer makes three points, ons 
that some pass2ge in the book gives color to the idea that by the Naval Agree- 
ment the validty of the Versailles Treaty was affected. That is a point to 


which there are obviously many answers, including the facts that France was a 
0 D, , E 

party to the Treaty and the Uni ted States was a party to a treaty in the same 

terms, But clearly Mr Churchill's view as to the legal effect of one treaty or 


another expressed in a book, is in my opinion clearly irrelvant, 


Equally irrelevant is the matter of British rearmant and the person alityes 


of Mr Churchill himself. And I requestfully sudmit, without going into detial, 


that Dr Stahmer has by his examples confirmed the argument that these matters 
are irrelevant to the issues before the Court. I don't wish to say more, 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr Stahmer, the Tribunal would like you to go back from the 
question or if you like, de2l with anything you hava to 


Fyfe!s observations about Mr Churchill if you prefer to do tha 
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prosecutor has said that this is irrevelant as 
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“re concerned hero in this trial. The Defense would certainly 

nct think of makine Defend nts of the Prosecutors, but this pcint is cer- 
tainly n t irrelevante 

First, it his to dc with the idea of retaliations in international 
lowe Retaliations justify an acti n which under normal circumstances wculd 
be illegal. That is to say, retaliations of that importance or significance 
in cases where individual actions are the answer to a violation cf intere 
n^ti nal law committed by the other side. If, thereforg our own actions 
can be justified -- if y.u want tc justify them as retalisti.ns == we 
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ving that vi Jf law have preceded it the 
I want to add ^n import point. It is well kn. wn that 
this war in the beginning was conducted rcl^ti 
TEZ FRESIDENT: The argument which 3 t or senting to us 
fully devel ped by Di. St:hmer and will, 
by the Tribun:l., 
(Ccnsult3ti.n of the members f the Tribunal on the Bench), 
continue, then, Dre Exner? 
nd point is the followings It is well 
this war intern»ti.nal law was respected 
humanslye It^ 
terrible bitterness among 
fighting powers snd ^n both sides things have curred which were not 
rding tc international law. : y opinion, it is entirely important 
f the criminal acti n, whatever thet may be, 
If the motive cf the acti is known, y 
and the bittcrness which was started 
oy the manner i hich the war has been conducted on > Side . he other 
s which n rmally cannot be justifio 
the Tribunal to 52510861 carefully before these matters 


if proof are declared irrelevant. 


(Consultation cf the members f the Tribunal on the Bench). 
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DR. VALTER CIEMERS (Counsel for the Defendant Raeder): 
reser to the manner in which we are speaking now about evidence, 
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ble that the Tribunal sh uld be asked to brine witnesses C ments here 


and it also is not in accordance with the Ch rtcr, until theTribunal has 
heard argument upon the admissibility of the witness or the document. And 
is doinge I thought I fully explaincd that in answer to 
argument a 
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argue about the relevance of these "ite Books? This question has ncthing to 
With the delay of the trial, nothing but the procurement of documents. 
THE PRESIDENT Do you wish to say anything to thet, Genornl Rudenko? 
GENTRAL RUDENKO: es, Mre Pr:sident, with your permission, I would like 
say n fow words. 
has already submitted the point of view of the Prosecution 


on the question concorning the demand of the Defense Counsel, 
what has already been said by Sir David Fyfe, with regar to tl 
1660155155 made here by the Defense Counsel, 


The position of Defense Counsel Exner is that the Defense would not 


to turn the Prosecutor into a Defen/;nt and that theywuld like to determine 


the motives as in his opinion the r-tives were not known, and that in order 


AI 20 


to determine these question 


whether the c 
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In my opinis € I believe that am 5185 expressing the point 
of all the 


hear such a declarati 


-nonths-long tria 


indisputabl 
cuments and testimony 
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Defendants, and a s evident from this morning's session, when we 
investigating the questions of the Counsel f nt Foering, 
Tribunal know > Tribunal agreed a maj efense Counsel's 
question which is being 3 Exner reveals quite 
a divergence of viewse 


Prosecution considers that we cannot leave =» we cannot abandon == 
the main point of the trial. This sa trial of the vin German was criminals. 
are investiratinr Fasc 31, aeg anc on when we investigate all the 
proofs which are presented by the p.3ecution an? by the Defense Counsel, we 
so present 511 evidence concerning these counts, 
and it would indeed be 
investigating these charges to dwell on problem 
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Official transcript of? the International 
Military Tribunal in the matter of Tho 

United States of America, the French Ree 
public, the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
ond Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics against Hermann ‘ilhelm 
Goering et al, Defencants, sitting at 
Nurnberg, Gormany, on 23 February 1946, 
1400-1615, Lori Justice Lawrence presiding. 


THE PRESIDENT: I have an announcement to make: With reference to the 
pronouncement that I made this morning, the Tribunal may hear the applications 
for witnesses nn! documents of the Defendants Kaltenbrun tosenbcrg, Frank, 

Frick, before Sc 3 That will depend upon theprogress of the caso. 
already stated that those applications must be leposited with the 
General Secretary by 5 o'clock P.V, on 
S,condly, all the Defendants other thon the first eight nomed in the 
Incictment must make application naming their witnesses and the relevance 
ence, and the documen ind the relevancy of the 
session on Mon? 
doesn't affect may affect but 
criminal 


Prosecution’: 


further matter on it. 
t nowe 
very outset 
rather hurried r aration during the noo ecess of the 
this subject base: 3 me W which we had done ^ little 


١ not altogether prepared go into the 


but I did want to 


Dr. Exncr's oontenti 
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Defense, or which they intend or hone to offer, sre admissible on the theory 
or under the doctrine of reprisole 

Te would like to say to the Tribunal that the Gonvention of 1929 con- 

erning the treatment of prisoners of war expressly prohibits altogether the 

use of roprisals against prisoners of ware 
Parenthetically, I might say th.t the United States prohibited in its 
army instructions reprisals against prisoners ^f wor as early as 1862 or 
18636 

Sceondly, I should like to point cut thot the Hague Regul-tions do not 


mention at we nre able to ascertain, the use of so-called 


"reprisal action" against civilinnse 


It appears that the Brussels Conference of 1874, which acce-ted the un- 


Declaration, socalled in International Law == that con- 
jected or struck out several sections which were proposed by the 
ime, having to do with the e of reprisal action against 
is interesting and incicates that the 


wers wore certainly thinking about the matter of reprisals against civilians 


uld like to point out to the Tribunal thet it is commonly 
writers-on this subject that before i |] action may be taken 
f somo charaster is usually r:quired, anc this reprisal action is 

gninst some specific inst-noe which the first power believes to be 
ond which it believ y call for or justify the use of reprisal 
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IR DAVID MAX(ELL-FYFE: Ma ase the Tribunal: The position with 
regard to the Defcndant Hess is set out in Drs Seidl's communication to tho 
Tribunal, anc one or two comments to make on that on.behalf of the 
Prosecutir 

Is Dr. Seidl prepared to make the application? Wanld it 
be convenient t^ foliow the same course as we followed with Dr. Stahmer, 
wid may see if he has any objection, first of all to th 
witnesses, > by one, that you are asking for? 
DR. SEIDL (Counsel for Defencant Hes L should like to request the 
Court to permit me a short preparatory remarke 


My Lord, Judges: ° From ppened in this morning's session 
had the conviction that now the tri 18 ntered into a decisive phase, at 
any rate so far os concerns the Defer I competently feel myself obliged 


to mike the 
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the Prosecution and the Court have the documents in their honds, before the 
Defense wishes to 

RESIDENT: But, Dre Sci^l, I have stated twice this morning that 
the question of the finel admissibility, whether of witnesses or evidence, 
or documentary evi? 2 a nly be finally decided when tho document is 
seturlly put in or when the witness is acti isked a question. 
are now considering is 1ı cument has any possi 


must, ther 





[TI 


you nad better deal 
sar any further 


ients and 


wh amenta T } 7 
she Gocununts I have aircady mentioned 
d Tu تا ا ارا ل با‎ 
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moment, and therefore 


wuslands 
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I should, consequently, like to ask the Tribunal, first cf all, 
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١ be able to speak tc this witness personally. 
Do y-u have anything to say about thot, Sir David? 
R DAVID MAXYELL-FYFE: I underst-nd that this is the witness 


Schellenberg who was called for the prosecution. 


men DD TCT 
ا:1‎ ¢ 


VID MAXWELL FYFE: - submit thet it wouk be very undesirable 
to hive private conversations with witnesses before cross-examinaticns. 

If Dre Seidl wishes to cross examine thewitnc Schellenberg further, then 
to apply to the Court tc cross-examine him in open courte 
FRESIDENT: Yell, I think I remerber that some of the defendant's 

to postpone the further cross cxomin tion -f Dr. Schellenberg. 
SIR D.VID NAXWE [FE M d, my objecti ^t to the furthe 
cross examinsti hat is a matter, of course, which is entirely for the 

Court cnee 2 vitness is in its hand t my recollection is that. Dre 

Merkel and Dre Kaufmann 2lso wanted to (Ss extmine the witness further, 

and therefore I submit that both generally and on this particular occasion 


it wuld be very undesirable f any unscl w is going j examine 


FRESIDENT: 
^re not going cross examine the witn I suppose then they 
able to examine him in chief if they wanted o call him, 
JUELLABTSS: Well, I have never heard, my ', of that 
procedure being adopte a witness is called by c side, then the 
ther side must, in my respectful subnissi n, do wh hey n by way of 
ercss cxaminaticne The witness is before the u and, es theprosecuti n 
have calle ow css, the submit that the defense should ceal with 


the witness by Way . : exomin-ti-r hey have the additional rights 


EM We 5 pe E ا‎ Neer * 9 . : 1 5 . 
which cress examination gives, which is a compensation for the other rights 


which they would have if he were their own witnesSe 

LIDL: Ye might reach some reement thet the defense wuld ree 
nounce the right to cross examinati n, if the witness can actually say 
something pertinent, if we could have him give an affidavit. I do nct 
believe that the prosecution would object 


is 
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THE PRESIDENT: Sir David, as there are n. technical rules cf evi- 
applicable to this trial, would it be objectisnable, would you sry, 
if the defense were permitted to sce Schellenberg in the presence cf a 
representative cf the prosecuticn, if that is satisfactory to them? 
DAVID LAXi;ELL-FYFE: I am surethe prosecution. all desire that 
interests cf justice should be furthered, and if the Tribunal 
of ccaling with i t, the prosec 
n. objections 
RESIDENT: I see, 
Unless 


you wish to say something further about Schellenberg, 


J 


Tribunal wi 
Wish to refer to? 


For the time being, nc. However, according he nosi- 


T ee د‎ ae ee 1 T - 1 "Ea NU hd 
Februrry, c y defensi nscl ha3 ho right, until 


n of whether 


Deutscher im Osten, and Der ksbun? der Deutschen im Ausland, 


whether its activitios were sini nos 2 the fifth cclumn, 
ss might be called on this questi the ( sher cf Rudclf Hees, 
S previ-usly an alternate Gauleiter the Foreign Organizaticn of 
NSDAP, anc is st the moment 
THE PRESIDENT: Well, wo h^ 


with reference to that. If you w: 
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DR. £EIDL: I hereby make the applicati Ne 
THE PRESIDENT: You say you want to make it ncw? 
SEIDL: I is possible I sh ul? like to make the application 
am, of course, perfectly prepared to submit that application in 
writing later. 
THE PRESIDENT: Well, the Tribunal will hear ycu now, then, upon this 


application, and ycu can put the appliccticn in writing afterwa-’s as a 


well, 
What is his name? 
Hesse His last cfficial positi-n was Deputy 
f the Foreign Orgmiz-ticn of the NSDAP». At the tire being he 


1 Mergentheim, in the internment camp there, 


PRESIDENT: Yes? For what purpose tcu said because he was going 
cclumn activities; 
yar ding 


NSD4P was rel ted tc 


ANC 
1 


Deutscher im Osten, and 


activities, 


rther if the 


m; 


The Tribunal 


y intention for indivicual documents 
cument C read vari- -us pas5ages i raer to establis 
further justification of the rele i these documents 


f documents sı y the prosecution-- 





LE NUI 


SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFE: My Lor’, the application is in this form. 


"I intend to read pages from ta following books: Rudolf Hess! Speeches; 


Directives by the Deputy of the Fuch*ore The relevancy of these documents can 
be inferred simply from the fact ti + both have already been introduced in 
evidence by the prosecutions" 

In so far as the documents are Jocuments already before the Tribunal, 
of course Dr. Seicl may, within the usual limits, comment on them as much as 

If he intents to nut in other Speeches sn? directives, “ocuments of 

the same class, then the prosecution asks that he in?^ionte which speeches 
^n? which directives he is gine to nut in. 

DR. SEIDL; ‘hat Sir Davi? MaxwelleFyfe read was the outline of my 
application E: 3 om the book of Rudolf He peeches I intend 

and further, from the book Orders o Deputy of 


ion has already submitted both these books in 


‘ter I submit these documents, 
fers back to what I was ying 2t the beginning of my 


the 26165 


th^t this is 


»ceches nnd 


"n 


oll not be rel 
I suzgest that it is not unreas nable; we are only trying to help alone 


the general progress of the trial | he request that I 





— i, gun 


DR. SEIDL: Of course, Mr, President, I shall rcad only those passages, 
and few of them at that, which are relevant. It never entered my mind to read 
whole sections of the book if it is not necessarye 

I here make a format statement to the Tribunal that neither as defense 
counsel for Hess nor for Frank shall I submit one single document that eould 
not be recognized as relevant, 

THE PRESIDENT: Yos, but what Sir David was saying wns that for the 
mechanics of the trial, owing to the unfortunate fact that we don't all un?er- 
stan? German, it is nec:.ssary that “Nise documents which aro i» Germen should 
be translated, Thcrefore, it is neccssary for you to specify which speech 
and which part of the speech you 51-2586 to rely upon, sn? then it will be 


translated, 


DR, SEIDL: Mr. Presi?^ont, I shill incorporate every of 


I intend to rond in a cocument brok, and every 5555526 from a-speech that I 
intend to read will be submitted 4o the Court, in proper time, in 2 document 
book, 

It is not the concern of the- prosecution, nor of the Gencral Secretary, 

> up the work which, of course, I shall attend to, 

SIR DAVID MAXVELL«FYFE: Mr Lord, that is quite all right. That is 
exactly the point that I was seeking to make, 

THE PRESIDENT: Very well, then.. Now you are coming to paragraph 3, 

DR, SEIDL: Yes. Thirdly, 1 shall read passages from the report of the 
conferenee betwoen Lord Byron and Hess, which took place in 1941, I shall 
attempt to prove in this the motives and sims which moved the defen?ant Hess 
to his flicht to Encland, 

The relevancy of this can be on from the fact that the prosecution has 
submitted a report of this confoereno: with Sir Kilpatrick. 

SIR DAVID MAXVELL-FYFE: If Dr, Seidly thinks that that conversation adds 
anything to the conversations with the Duke of Hamilton and Mr. Kilpatrick, I 
shall not object to him reacing the rcoort. 

THE PRESIDENT: “there is tho document? 

DR. SEIDL: It is in my hans. 
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THE PRESIDENT: What is tho nature of the docunent? I mean, what 
authentisity has “hoe mate it? «sho wrote it? 

DR. SMIDL: The document was found among the papers of the defendant 
Hess, ^n^? were given to him when he was brought from England back to Germonye 
It is a carbon © ny, certifie? by an official stamns; i 8 ie ns the 


carbon copy of an original. 
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THE PRESIDENT: The Tribunal would like to see the document. 
DR, SEIDL: Very well. 


HE PRESIDENT: If you will let us have the document, we will consider it, 


PRESIDENT: Then there is a letter, isn't there? There ar^ two other 
documents referred to, but you nre not asking us fér those? À document of a 
letter to Hitler on the Reich Cabinet dated 10 May 1941. 

DR. SEIDL: This application aoparently was made by my predecessor, I 
should like to have an opportunity of examining the relevancy of this point, 

THE PRESIDENT: Very well. Do you wish to say anything, Sir David, about 
them? 

SIR DAVID VAYWET FYFE? "a haven't got that document. The Prosecution have 
not got the letter that the Defendant "ess sent to Hitler, and we just sinply 
can not help on that point, 

THE PRESTDENT: Very well, If that document can be located, it shall be 
submitted to you, 

SEIDL: Very well, 

IE PRESIDENT: Now, Dr, Horn, 

HORN (Counsel for defendant Ribbentrop): It is my intention to call as 
the first witness for the defendant Fitoentrop the Ambassador Friedrich Caus, at 
present in a camp at minder near Hannovere 

He was for more than three “scades the leader of the legal departme 
the German Foreign Office, and in this capacity, it is to be seen, how necessary 
this witness is, 

SIR DAVID VAXWFLLeFYFE: If Dr. Horn would carry out the same procedure as 
Dr. Stahmer and pause for a moment when he has introduced the witness, T shall 
then be able to indicate in the sane way whether there is anv objection. 

DR. HORN: Cert ainiy. 

SIR DAVID MAX"ELL-FYFE: As far as Herr Gaus is concerned, there is no 
objection, subject to one point on what I may call the Foreten Office, group 
of witness, and I think it will be convenient if I develop it now, and then Dr, 


Horn would deal with the point in one monente 


-!937- 





Horn is asking for Herr Caus, 
ry, and then witnesses three to seven, 
officials Sonrleitner, Rintelen, Gottfriedsen, Hilger 
Ihe position at the moment is that there is some doubt as to 
was allowed or not by the Tribunal, and two of the witn 
and von Rintelen were granted on 5 December. Von Sonnl 
as one of two and Herr Bruns was 8 ed simpliciter. 
ecution draw the attention of the Tribunal to the fact 
stated as to which these witness 
esent me ıê applications are not within the 
what the trosecution suggest is this: 
That is 
who will speal 
that if he ha 


Foreion 


and Sonnleitner 


a : : ETE siia nee 
matters regarding the Forel à ١ و1121‎ ¥ 


j re brought 
testimony 1 C 
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I vonsequently suggest that, as to the calling of these other witnesse 
a decision should be reached only after Ambassador Gaus is here. In connection 
with this, I should like to ask the Court again personally to assist me in 
the calling of this extraordinarily important witness bs 


him here in a time can I submit my evidence in writing to the General 


Yese Well, we will consider that. That deals with one to 
seven, does it not? 
DR. HORN: Mr. President, I should like to remark that the witness 
under number two I should like to be omitted. Consecuently, not two to 
but three t 


For many year 
secretary of the forme nister of Foreign Affairs, von 
The witness Blank drew vp a large numb: of definitively important 
and plans and also wa: touch with Ribbentrop at decisive 
to him about these things. I should like to cali-- 
isking, are you, that Ambassador Gaus and 

Fraulein Plank should be brought here as soon as possible that the consideratio 

other witness, three to seven, should be deferred until you have had an 


opportunity of sc 


camp near 


IHE PRESIDENT: Do you mean that she 
understands I'm 
PRESIDENT: Did : pean that PF 
Nurnberg that you could go and visit he 
(es, I do have that possibility. Yay I interpret this 


visit Fraulein Flank in order to interrogate: her? 


DU UN 





THE PRESIDENT: W orstand that your applications 


will consi?^er it. 


thank you. 


s my next witucss I name the previous SS Grupponfuchror 
adjutant to Hitler, at time being in the Nurnberg nrison. 
Sir David? 
DAVID MAX VELL-FYFE: ith regard t this witness, the application 
says that there was n 06613176 conference between Hitler sand the defendant 


certein thints that occurrc 


ne attending the conference, the Prosecution 


coming to say that th: 
submission of the 


45 d 
that this 


isive events 


enough to look at 
int Steenrrecht 
further testify tha: 


U 


of the United 


would feel that th 
I oan say in regard to this, 
were submitted not ^nly to Hitler, hut thot furthermcre, and on th: 
and order of the defentant hose of fic involved] in those crimes 
: 


reprimancec. 


^ 


mso- UM) لمالا‎ 
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THE PRESIDENT: W understand thst this is y 
will consicer it. 
DR. HORN: 
as my next witucss e the nrevious SS Grupncnfuchror and personal 


co Hitler, at the time being in the Nuraberg prison. 


DOTA مج رصب مس موي‎ e 
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MAX VELL-FYFE wit gard to this witness, e applicati 
Hitler anc 
certain thins that 


that is e he | speak as one atten“’ing the conference, tre Pr 


have n 


will furth 


thot furtherm 


ro»rimon? 





FUA لمالا‎ 


H0068 — 005 


PRESIDEN ory we Can we 


A 
hleruse 
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Dahleruse ånparently 


'er from Hitler, 


interrocat 
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adjourn now 


uss iar i rosecutor whether it would be convenient 


to the Sovi T hat v houl 'onvinue on Monday morning with this 


examixr 2S5¢ id evide 
whole c he morning if we deal v 
defendant Keitel's, so that the 


would come on at two o!cloc! 


TUDENKO: 
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lribunal were n | 1b there were tw ribnesses the Soviet 


1 , م‎ 3 ana 
Warlimont and 


oe cû led soa 


convenient for the 
ioquainted vri the t script ab 
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examine e 


LIE Arme 
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Soviet citizens 


Nurnberg now. In such a way we 


‘sentation beginning at two o'clock, then c uesday 


to have Gencral Warlimont 
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defense counsel if they wan but that 


eonvenient to you, f you wish, they could be called at two o'clock o 


2 


lionday; if you prefer, at the end of tho Soviet presentation, either on 


Tuesday afternoon or on Wednesda morning, whiche Ls convenient to 


OUe 


yo 


GENERAL RUDENKO: lire President, - L already m the Soviet 


Prosecution did not propose to eall either 
Prosecution did not object if the defense couns proposes to cross-examine 
As far as I know, as far back a st December the 
lalder as a witness behalf 
of the defense, ihe j cems to me, and ir to expedi 
presentation of the Soviet evidence, 
tion, tha wish the exəminat 


once on 


One more 


the applications 
ve shall sit from two 
o'clock only on Monday afternoons 


1 دارا ل shy‏ 


nal acionrr WE or 3- 9 L An : 
bunal adjourned until 25 February 1946, at 1000 hours.) 





